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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This Office Action is in response to the amendment filed 19 December 2005. 

2. Claims 1 and 8 were amended. 

3. Claims 1-14 are pending in this Office Action. 



Response to Amendment 

4. The objection to claims 1 and 8 regarding minor informalities was addressed and is 
withdrawn. 

5. The rejection is respectfully maintained as set forth in the last Office Action mailed on 29 
September 2005. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-14 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive and the old rejection maintained. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in the 
United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and was 
published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1-3 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 



Donohue et al. (U.S. 5,987,480) 
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8. With respect to claim 1, Donohue teaches a method of operating a browser application 
with a connection to a data network comprising: 

Responsive to a request from a browser, providing to the browser a wrapper document 
comprising a scripting program, the scripting program executable by the browser to 
(Donohue, Fig. 1, element 14; col. 10, lines 31-39): retrieve a template comprising one or 
more inclusion markups (Donohue, Fig. 3B, element 56; col. 10, lines 49-51); parse the 
template for the inclusion markups (Donohue, Fig. 3B, element 58; col. 10, lines 51-59); 
retrieve from a server connected to the data network an included data object identified in an 
inclusion markup (Donohue, Fig. 3B, element 62; col. 10, lines 60-65) and; display the 
template and the included data objects to the user (Donohue, Fig. 3C, element 82; col. 11, 
lines 16-18). 

9. With respect to claim 2, Donohue teaches the invention described in claim 1, including 
where the template is retrieved from a cache (Donohue, col. 10, lines 49-51). 

10. With respect to claim 3, Donohue teaches the invention described in claim 1, including 
where the inclusion markup identifying the included data object also identifies at least one 
alternative source for the included data object (Donohue, col. 7, lines 34-43). 

11. Claims 8-10 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 1-3 and therefore 
are rejected for similar reasons. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 4-6 and 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Donohue and further in view of Wood et al. ("Document Object Model (DOM) Level 1 
Specification"). 

Donohue teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a system and method 
for delivering documents having dynamic content embedded over the Internet. Document 
templates are created by embedding dynamic tags and flow directives in markup language 
documents, the dynamic tags and flow directives containing one or more names of content 
stored in the data source. The server computer populates the document template with content 
stored n the data source based on respective values of content corresponding to names in the 
dynamic tags and flow directives and delivers the populated document to the client computer 
(Donohue, see Abstract). 

14. With respect to claim 4, Donohue teaches the invention described in claim 1, including 
assembling the template and the included data objects to create a data page that can be 
displayed to the user (Donohue, Fig. 3C, element 82; col. 1 1, lines 16-18). 
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Donohue does not explicitly teach the use of XML. 

However, Wood teaches the invention including where the template and the data objects 
are expressed in XML (Wood, "What is the Document Object Model?," "Introduction" page 
1, paragraph 1). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Donohue in view of Wood in order to enable the use of XML. One 
would be motivated to do so in order to make use of a well-known structured language that 
presents data as documents. 

15. With respect to claim 5, Donohue teaches the invention described in claim 1, including 
where assembling the template and the included data objects to create a data page that can be 
displayed to the user (Donohue, Fig. 3C, element 82; col. 1 1, lines 16-18). 

Donohue does not explicitly teach the use of document object model trees. 

However, Wood teaches the invention including a document object model tree ("What is 
the Document Object Model?," "What the Document Object Model is," page 2 "In the DOM, 
documents have a logical structure which is very much like a tree ."). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Donohue in view of Wood in order to enable the use of document object 
model trees. One would be motivated to do so in order to make use of an API that defines the 
logical structure of documents and the way a document is accessed and manipulated. 
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16. With respect to claim 6, Donohue teaches the invention described in claim 5, including 
retrieving from a server connected to the data network an included data object identified in 
an inclusion markup (Donohue, Fig. 3B, element 62; col. 10, lines 60-65). 

Donohue does not explicitly teach the use of document object model trees. 

However, Wood teaches the invention including a document object model tree ("What is 
the Document Object Model?," "What the Document Object Model is," page 2 "In the DOM, 
documents have a logical structure which is very much like a tree."). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Donohue in view of Wood in order to enable the use of document object 
model trees. One would be motivated to do so in order to make use of an API that defines the 
logical structure of documents and the way a document is accessed and manipulated. 

17. Claims 11-13 do not teach or define any new limitations above claims 4-6 and therefore 
are rejected for similar reasons. 

18. Claims 7 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Donohue 
and further in view of Tsimelzon et al. ("ESI Language Specification 1.0"). 

Donohue teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a system and method 
for delivering documents having dynamic content embedded over the Internet. Document 
templates are created by embedding dynamic tags and flow directives in markup language 
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documents, the dynamic tags and flow directives containing one or more names of content 
stored in the data source. The server computer populates the document template with content 
stored n the data source based on respective values of content corresponding to names in the 
dynamic tags and flow directives and delivers the populated document to the client computer 
(Donohue, see Abstract). 

19. With respect to claim 7, Donohue teaches the invention described in claim 1, including 
retrieving from a server connected to the data network an included data object identified in 
an inclusion markup (Donohue, Fig. 3B, element 62; col. 10, lines 60-65). 

Donohue does not teach the use of an ESI inclusion statement. 

However, Tsimelzon teaches the inclusion markups expressed using ESI (Tsimelzon, 
page 5, "3.1 Include."). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Donohue in view of Tsimelzon in order to enable the use of ESI 
inclusion statements. One would be motivated to do so in order to allow for dynamic content 
assembly at an end-user's browser. 

20. Claim 14 does not teach or define any new limitations above claim7 and therefore is 
rejected for similar reasons. 
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Response to Arguments 

21. Applicant's arguments filed 19 December 2005 have been fully considered, but they are 
not persuasive for the reasons set forth below. 

22. Applicant Argues: Applicant states "Claims 1-14 are allowable because none of the 
references of record alone'or in combination disclose or suggest 'responsive to a request from 
a browser, providing to said browser a wrapper document comprising a scripting program, 
said scripting program executable by said browser to: retrieve a template comprising one or 
more inclusion markups; parse the template for the inclusion markups; retrive from a server 
connected to the data network an included data object identified in an inclusion markup; and 
display the included data objects to the user." 

In Response: The examiner respectfully submits that Donohue teaches a browser 
application with a connection to a data network comprising: Responsive to a request from a 
browser (web server receives a URL request for a document), providing to the browser a 
wrapper document comprising a scripting program, the scripting program executable by the 
browser to (the script also selects a template based at least in part on the document requested 
in the URL - see Donohue, Fig. 1, element 14; col. 10, lines 31-39): retrieve a template 
comprising one or more inclusion markups (the contents of the selected template are 
retrieved - see Donohue, Fig. 3B, element 56; col. 10, lines 49-51); parse the template for the 
inclusion markups (the template parsing function then reads content of the template to locate 
the "@" control symbols and identifies the character string surrounded by the control 
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symbols as a dynamic tag - see Donohue, Fig. 3B, element 58; col. 10, lines 51-59); retrieve 
from a server connected to the data network an included data object identified in an inclusion 
markup (for a dynamic tag, the template parser calls the appropriate library function to 
retrieve the value corresponding to the name in the tag from the container and replace the 
dynamic tag with the value retrieved from the container - see Donohue, Fig. 3B, element 62; 
col. 10, lines 60-65) and; display the template and the included data objects to the user (if the 
end of the template is reached, the template has been completely populated and is delivered 
to the user - see Donohue, Fig. 3C, element 82; col. 11, lines 16-18). This renders the 
rejection proper, and thus rejection stands. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Alicia Baturay whose telephone number is (571) 272-3981. The examiner 
can normally be reached at 7:30am - 5pm, Monday - Thursday, and every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Saleh 
Najjar can be reached on (571) 272-4006. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be 
obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Alicia Baturay 
February 22, 2006 




